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Executive Registry

“Jdune 3, 1973

HEMCRANDUM FOR:  Director of Contral Intelligence
VIA: D/DCIyzIc

SUBJECT: Substantive Prob?ems in USIB

1. The USIB meeting of-7 June 1973 provided some clear examples
of what ails the USIB substantiva process., I, therafore, offer this
critique. '

2. Bureaucratic Obscurantism: There was (and-is).a real Issue
batween DOD and CIA/ONE on the matter of datailed projzctions of military
hardware and forces. The real issue is this: _ '

The DOD Position: DIA has been producing detailed military
hardware and Torce projections for saveral ysars. These projections .
are called the DIPP {bafense Intalligence Projections for Planning),
whicn, through agreement between DCI and Deputy Secretary of Defense
{Packard)}, was to rsnlace the NIPP (Mational Intalligence Projections
for Planning), previously preparad in ONE for {as the name implied)
national use. One CIA argument for the transfer of the Tunction to
DIA was the unsuitabiliiy of such speculative detail for the HIL arena.
DIA uses the HMIEs as base points Tor the detailed projections. However,
‘the product i3 prepared in looseieaf format and is modified as indicated
by new evidenca.. This fact by 1t3elf creates differences between DIPP
figuraes and once-a-vear NIE projactions,

The continued publication of competing detailed projections in
tha HIEs causes trouble for D0D. DIA's customers get confusad whan
faced with different sets of figures--one vroduced by DIA in the DIPP
and 352 coordinatad by DIA in the HIE. Some usars carefuliy selsct
and combine thosz projections from both sources which tend to prove
thair casa. When faced with two sets of projections, users ask CIA
and DIA to reconcila them. This 1s really not possibla unless one
agency simply buys all of the necessary major and minor assumpiions
undariyling the figures of thz other agency. HNeither will do this
bacaus2 it demoralizes the “vorkers’--analysts.
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Tha OMEJCIA VYiew: The real OHE/CIA problem is a basic view

that the DCT dacision to turn the HIPP over to DIA was a bad ona.
CIA must continue making such projactions to kzen DOD hanesi. The
nrojections ara about the only thing left in the major military NIEs
that are vary estimative. Further, support to thase projections in
the HIEs justities much of 0OSR's acros —t“3~board military analysis
affort., The DIPP, with its Jadat1ng eatures, actuaily puts it out
ahead of the NIEs suo;tant1vn3j, it 1t is not contested in the HIEs

it will become the driving product.

The Phony Issus: Tha CIA/ONE posture: There is an important
differance between detailed projections praparad for "national” planning
and those prepared for "military” planning. The DIA vosture: The DIPP
is just Fine for "naticnal” planning and we won't accapt a put-down
in an ONE footnote to tables stating the contrary.

Comment: As 1ong as USIB addresses the phony issue instead
of the real one, taxs impasse will remain. To pretend that SecDef
and the JCS should use one sat of fagures for "military® planning
and a different one for "national” planning is a nonsense. It makes
the USIB process ook a Tittla silly.

I the real issue is addressa2d, there are several options
which would s0ive 1t. The important obgncL1v05 for tha DLI are:

- Insure that the users get a quality product containing
needed detailed military projections; ¥

- Retain the option of prevaring CIA projections wnen
requested,

Thase courses of action would work:

Peversp the ﬂar?y HI1PP-DIPP decision; have ONE draft and
COOYdiﬂabE a NIPP, on= section at a time as the major military MNiEs
ara producad.

.~ Have DIA submit its DIPP % E Tor USIB coordination,
USIB could note {easier) or anprove (harde

~ Have DIA submit its DIPP to all USIB members and includs
their comments in the pu;??Cauiﬁﬂ, including altarnative projections

i vogq Uﬁgbeq. USIB could note the publication and all revisions therato.
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The last solution is the best. It's easiest to sell %o DIA.
1t allows the good faature of updating to continue. It givss the el
and USIB guarantees against DOD "cooking tne books" For institutional
yeasons. It takes this sgquabble out of the NIE process.

3. Semantic maneuverss The other issue that arosa was a real
aubstantive di+ference between Genaral Keegan, joined by Admiral
Rectanus, and OME. Actually, Admiral de Poix favorad the thrust of
Ksegan's argument as well., The ONE Yanswer” wag to propos2 an
additional paragraph which said essentially, “Well, yes, the Soviets
might hope 'one day” to do wicked things to Western oil supplies,
but you musn't worry about it because the Soviets are more interested
in detante, etec. este.t ‘ . -

Had Xeegan and Rectanus bought this “Fix," another important
difference of opinion would have been submerged by semantic manesuver.
Of course, the dissent doesn't really make the difference cleayr. The
ONE view 15 obscured in the text. That Office believes, as argumen-
tation at the USIB brought out, that it is not a Soviet objsctive to
gain control over Westarn access to Middia East o0il. This was much

" clearer in the earlier ONE drafts. The only reason de Poix could

stay with the taxt was that the ONE position had been watered down
in the coordination process--again, by semantics.

SIGNED, ¢

Hajor Genperal, U3
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